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REVIEW OF LIED UR N RESEARCH 
COLLEGE OF PUBLIC AFFAIRS AND COMMUNITY SERVICE 
September 1974 UNIVERSITY OF NEBRASKA AT OMAHA Vol.2, No.9 
ATTITUDES TOWARD THE CONSTRUCTION OF AN URBAN EXPRESSWAY: 
THE NORTH OMAHA CASE* 
Introduction 
T he locating and construction of an urban expressway 
creates conflicts between the need for new and improved routes 
of access and the need to protect the environmental, social and 
economic characteristics of parts of the city itself. A new freeway 
in an urban area inevitably means there will be destruction of 
homes, disruption of neighborhoods and local patterns of move-
ment, and changes in landscape, noise and traffic levels. Citizen 
groups often organize to protest these disruptions and changes 
and seek ultimately to prevent the construction of new urban 
expressways. 
Resolution of these conflicts has more and more involved 
compromise and trade-offs, but these are on ly possible whe~ 
private and pub I ic attitudes and preferences are known. No 
longer is highway planning simply a matter of rigid engineering 
specifications. The growing public concern for human factors has 
made it essential to integrate the attitudes and preferences of 
the citizens affected. The Center for Applied Urban Research in 
• The research design and analysis was the responsibility of an inter-
disciplinary research t eam at the Center for Applied Urban Research. 
Members of the research team included : Kwame Annor. Murray Frost, 
David Hinton, Paul Lee, George Rachford, Peter Suzuk i, and Ralph Todd. 
coopera .. f' ' ''!th officials and students of Creighton University 
and with s~a . . 
state and l. 
members 
preferen• · · 
of a North 
research. 
nbers of Henningson, Durham and Richardson, 
' ••ansportation officials, and citizens consortium 
~rtaken research to determine attitudes and 
th Omaha residents towards the construction 
__ way.1 This paper presents the results of the 
Research Procedures 
To determine citizen attitudes and preferences toward a 
North Freeway, a survey (personal interviews) of 626 households 
was conducted during the period of June 15-July 30, 1974.2 
Map 1 delineates the geographical boundary of the survey area. 
All three of the al ignments now under consideration either go 
through this area or affect neighborhoods within the area. 
1The research was performed under a subcontract with Henningsen, 
Durham and Richardson who have entered into an agreement with the 
City of Omaha and Nebraska Det>artment of R~s to provide engineering 
and/or architectural work and services in connection with the Omaha 
North Expressway Corridor Study. This research is part of the Omaha 
North Corridor Study which is to be completed on or before June 1, 1975 . 
21 nterviews were carried out by students from Creighton University 
under the direct ion of Mr. Samuel Crawford. Vice-President for Student 
Personnel. 
• 
MAP 1 
NORTH FREEWAY 
SELECTED 
ALIGNMENTS 
It was assumed that people residing in different neighbor-
hoods would be affected differently by a freeway and would, 
therefore, have different perceptions and attitudes. Thus, in 
addition to the three major alignments, the total survey area was 
stratified according to three major sections: 
1) Lake Street to Grand Avenue (Southern section) 
2) Grand Avenue to Weber Street (Middle section) 
3) Weber Street to McKinley Street (Northern section) 
Furthermore, each of these sections and align ments was 
divided into two components: 
1) Those blocks through which the right-of-way (ROW) 
for the alignment or route would go. 
2) The neighborhood blocks--approximately two blocks on 
either side of the ROW for the proposed alignment or 
route. 
The sample size of 626 households (approximately 6% of 
the total numbe1 of households in the survey area) was obtained 
through use of sampling theory. The sample size yields a 2.3% 
sampling error for a binomial population (i.e., a. question 
Involving a choice of two answers, e.g., yes or no). In other 
word5, one may expect that in 95 out of 100 cases the sample 
estimate plus or minus 2.3% will contain the true value. 
Population and Housing Characteristics 
An overview of population and housing characteristics of 
the households interviewed is presented in this section. Although 
the data presented are for the total North Freeway survey area, 
it should be noted that population and housing stock character-
2 
istics vary considerably within the study area. For example, the 
extreme southern section is heavily minority populated, with 
many low income residents; similarly, housing there is of a lower 
value and more of it is considered deteriorated or dilapidated. 
The population interviewed was concentrated in the 25 to 
55 year bracket, with 13% over 65 and 14% under 25 years of 
age. The racial composition was heavily minority with 45% listed 
as black. Almost two-thirds (66%) reported a high school 
education and another 24% indicated some college experience. 
Forty-one percent (41 %) reported an annual income of under 
$8,000 and another 39% reported an income of between $8,000 
and $1 2,000. See Table 1. 
The majority of housing units were single family homes, 
owner occupied, and in sound condition. In fact, 92% of the 
persons interviewed resided in single family units, and 81% either 
owned or were purchasing their housing unit. Almost one-fifth 
(17%) of the households resided in units classified as deteriorated 
or dilapidated. See Table 2. 
Survey Findings 
Of the respondents expressing a preference for one of the 
four alternatives--i.e., not to build the North Freeway, or for one 
of the three (Western, Central, or Eastern) alignments--more 
preferred the Eastern alignment than any other alternative (42%), 
but almost as many (36%) indicated they preferred the No-Build 
TABLE 1 
CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS, 
NORTH FREEWAY SURVEY AREA 
Number of Percent of 
Characteristics Respondents Total 
Race 617 
White 339 55 
Black 276 45 
Other 2 * 
Income 476 
Under $8,000 194 41 
$8,000 to $12,000 184 39 Over $12,000 98 21 
Age 604 
Over 65 Years 80 13 
55-64 Years 81 13 
25-54 Years 360 59 
Under 25 Years 83 14 
Education Level 553 
Grade School 57 10 
High School 364 66 College 132 24 
Sex 607 
Female 393 65 
Male 214 35 
Total 626 
*Less than 0.5%. 
TABLE 2 
CHARACTERISTICS OF HOUSING UNITS, 
NORTH FREEWAY SURVEY AREA 
Number of Percent of 
Characteristics Respondents Total 
Type of Housing 620 
Single-Family 569 92 
Multi-Family 41 6 
Mobile Home 10 2 
Housing Condition 606 
Sound 503 83 
Deteriorated 84 14 
Dilipidated 19 3 
Housing Status 621 
Owner/Purchasing 502 81 
Renter 119 19 
option. The Western and Central alignments were least preferred 
(9% and 12% respectively). 
Neither the magnitude nor the ordering of these pre-
ferences was consistent in all areas or among all groups. For 
instance, almost half (49%) of those in the Southern section (the 
area south of Grand Avenue) indicated a preference for the No-
Build option while only 24% of those in the Middle area (bet-
ween Grand Avenue and Weber Street) preferred that the freeway 
not be built. In two sections--the eastern portion of the Southern 
section (Section 1) and the eastern portion of the Northern 
section (Section 6)--a majority preferred the No-Build option (54% 
and 51 % respectively). In both sections, however, the Eastern 
alignment which would go through their area was preferred over 
the other alignments. See Table 3. 
Sentiment against a freeway was greater among the lower 
income residents (under $8,000) than among the more affluent 
(over $12,000)--49% of the former compared to 18% of the latter 
indicated a preference for the No-Build option. Table 3 also 
indicates that older respondents (55 and over) were more likely 
to prefer the No-Build option than any of the other alternatives, 
while younger respondents chose the Eastern alignment more 
frequently. 
Reasons for Route Preference. Reasons offered in behalf of 
the Eastern alignment were of a different nature than those 
offered for the Western and Central alignments. Those selecting 
the Eastern alignment usually 'Offered "negative reasons"--e.g., 
16% of those offering reasons for their choice said it would 
TABLE 3 
ROUTE PREFERENCE 
Do Not 
Category Western Central Eastern Build Total 
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. 
Total 51 9 67 12 235 42 201 36 554 
Area Section: 1 4 3 10 8 40 34 64 54 118 
2 8 12 13 19 19 28 27 40 67 
South 12 6 23 12 59 32 91 49 185 
3 9 8 15 14 59 54 26 24 109 
4 4 5 15 20 44 58 13 17 76 
5 23 26 10 11 29 32 28 31 90 
Middle 36 13 40 15 132 48 67 24 275 
6 3 6 2 4 18 38 24 51 47 
7 -- -- 2 4 26 55 19 40 47 
North 3 3 4 4 44 47 43 46 94 
Location: On ROW Block 8 4 25 13 83 43 77 40 193 
Near ROW Block 43 12 42 12 152 42 124 34 361 
Race: White 32 10 37 12 141 45 103 33 313 
Black 18 8 30 13 87 38 97 42 232 
Occupancy: Own 38 8 54 12 197 43 162 36 453 
Rent 12 12 10 10 37 38 39 40 98 
Income: Over $12 ,000 15 16 12 13 48 52 17 18 92 
$8,000 to $12,000 16 9 16 9 83 49 55 32 170 
Under $8 ,000 10 6 22 13 54 32 81 49 167 
Age: Over 65 Years 3 4 4 5 32 43 35 47 74 
55-64 Years 6 9 9 14 23 35 28 42 66 
25-54 Years 29 9 38 12 145 44 114 35 326 
Under 25 Years 1_0 14 13 18 31 42 19 26 73 
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inconvenience fewer people, an additional 15% said there would 
be less neighborhood damage, another 12% said it would destroy 
less homes, and 13% thought it would be least costly. That the 
Eastern alignment would be of more use to the people was only 
the fifth most common reason, with a response rate of 11%. In 
contrast, the most frequently given reason for preferring the 
Western or Central route was that it would be of more use to the 
people {26% and 22% respectively for the two routes). 
It is also interesting to note that those advocating the No-
Build preference were least able to offer any reason for their 
choice--less than half {93 of 201 or 46%), compared to two-thirds 
{157 of 235 or 67%) preferring the Eastern alignment, and three-
fourths for the other alignments {38 of 51 or 7 5% for the 
Western and 50 of 67 or 75% for the Centra1).3 
Concern About Separation from Community Facilities. 
Approximately two-fifths {41 %) of the respondents indicated 
they were concerned that the new freeway would separate them 
from community facilities. The proportion varied considerably 
depending on their geographical location--for example, only 24% 
of those living in the area around the middle segment of the 
Western alignment {Section 5) expressed concern, while 56% of 
those near the Eastern alignment south of Grand Avenue 
(Section 1) were concerned. 
More blacks than whites were concerned {48% of the 
former and 35% of the latter). But the key explanatory variable 
is location in relation to the alignment rather than race. For 
example, the blacks in Section 2 were onl y half as likel y as those 
in Section 1 to be concerned {36% of the former and 72% of the 
latter). Similarly, the few whites remaining in Section 1 were 
more likely to indicate concern than whites in other areas; and 
blacks in Section 5 were less likely to be concerned than other 
blacks. But race has some impact as blacks in each of these 
areas were slightly more concerned than whites. 
In each of the three sections {North, Middle, and South) 
those in the area of the Eastern al ignment expressed more 
concern. More than half {52%) of those near the Eastern align-
ment {Sections 1, 3, and 6) expressed concern, compared to 32% 
of those near the other routes. See Table 4. 
Object to Moving. Most of the residents {72~) indicated 
they would not object to moving if they received housing equal 
to what they now have and assistance in relocating. The greatest 
resistance came from those in the Northern section where almost 
half {48%) would object even under the proviso that equal 
housing could be found. Those in the western portion of this 
area {Section 7) were even more adamant, with 57% indicating 
they would object to relocation. Those in the Southern area 
(Sections 1 and 2) were least likely to object to re location; 
residents in Sections 3 and 5 were also unlikely to object (22% 
31t should be noted that the question format used was open-ended, 
i.e., the respondent was asked to volunteer an answer, rather than select 
one from a list of alternatives. (The exact question was: "Why do you 
think your choice is best?") 
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TABLE 4 
CONCERN ABOUT SEPARATION 
FROM COMMUNITY FACILITIES 
Category Yes No Total 
No. % No. % No. 
Total 252 41 360 59 612 
Area Section: 1 74 59 51 41 125 
2 32 35 60 65 92 
South 106 49 111 51 217 
3 49 45 61 55 110 
4 30 34 57 66 87 
5 25 24 78 76 103 
Middle 104 35 196 65 300 
6 23 48 25 52 48 
7 19 40 28 60 47 
North 42 44 53 56 95 
Location: On ROW Block 83 39 129 61 212 
Near ROW Block 169 42 231 58 400 
Race: White 118 35 217 65 335 
Black 129 48 137 52 266 
Occupancy: Own 195 39 300 61 495 
Rent 53 47 60 53 113 
Income: Over $12,000 40 41 58 59 98 
$8,000 to $12,000 71 39 110 61 181 
Under $8,000 82 44 104 56 186 
Age: Over 65 Years 32 41 46 59 78 
55-64 Years 32 40 48 60 80 
25-54 Years 143 41 208 b9 ::!b1 
Under 25 Years 37 46 44 54 81 
and 21% respectively), while those in Section 4 showed more 
resistance to relocation {44%). In general, whites were more 
reluctant than blacks to move {34% of the former and 21% of 
the latter indicated they would object). The elderly {those over 
65) were also reluctant to move {41%). See Table 5. 
Site for Relocation. Only one-fifth {19%) of the respon-
dents wanted to remain in the same neighborhood should their 
home be needed for the freeway right-of-way, while almost 
half of the respondents {46%) did not know where they wanted 
to move at this time. See Table 6. Residents of the Northern 
area were most likeiy to express a desire to remain in the same 
neighborhood {34% compared to 17% for the other areas). 
The youngest group {under 25) was the most likely of the 
four age groupings to prefer relocation in the same neighborhood 
{33% compared to 18% for the others). When only those with a 
preference are considered, the youngest group was still the most 
likely to prefer their own neighborhood {53%) while those over 
65 were more likely than those between 25 and 65 to prefer their 
own neighborhood {40% and 31% respectively). Of those with a 
preference, blacks were slightly more likely than whites to want 
to leave their neighborhoods. 
I 
I 
TABLE 5 
OBJECT TO MOVING 
Category Yes No 
No. % No. 
Total 174 28 443 
Area Section: 1 26 20 105 
2 19 21 73 
South 45 20 178 
3 24 22 87 
4 38 44 49 
5 22 21 81 
Middle 84 28 217 
6 18 39 28 
7 27 57 20 
North 45 48 48 
Location: On ROW Block 52 24 165 
Near ROW Block 122 31 278 
Race: White 114 34 221 
Black 57 21 214 
Occupancy: Own 145 29 353 
Rent 29 25 87 
Income: Over $12,000 29 30 68 
$8.000 to $12,000 53 29 127 
Under $8,000 56 29 136 
Age: Over 65 Years 32 41 47 
55-64 Years 19 24 60 
25-54 Years 89 25 268 
Under 25 Years 26 33 54 
Category 
Total 
Area Section : 1 
2 
South 
3 
4 
5 
Middle 
6 
7 
North 
Location: On ROW Block 
Near ROW Block 
Race: White 
Black 
Occupancy: Own 
Rent 
Income: Over $12,000 
$8,000 to $12,000 
Under $8,000 
Age: Over 65 Years 
55-64 Years 
25-54 Years 
Under 25 Years 
% 
72 
80 
79 
80 
78 
56 
79 
72 
61 
43 
52 
76 
70 
66 
79 
71 
75 
70 
71 
71 
59 
76 
75 
68 
Total 
No. 
617 
131 
92 
223 
111 
87 
103 
301 
46 
47 
93 
217 
400 
335 
271 
498 
116 
97 
180 
192 
79 
79 
357 
80 
Perceptions of Impact of Freeway on Property Values. 
Only 12% of the respondents viewed the freeway as increasing 
the value of their home, while 39% felt it would decrease it. 
Almost half--48%--indicated they did not know. Those in the 
middle sector of the Eastern al ignment (Section 3) were most 
likely to perceive the freeway favorably on this question, al-
though there were sti ll more residents viewing it pessimistically 
{22% saw the freeway increasing the value of their home, 35% 
decreasing it, and 43% did not know). 
Blacks, renters, and younger residents were more likely to 
perceive the freeway as aiding the value of their home than others 
did, but in each group there were more viewing the North Free-
way negatively than favorably. See Table 7. 
Rating of Factors to be Considered in Planning and 
Building the Freeway. Respondents were asked to rate the 
importance of 14 differeQt factors in planning the routes for the 
North Freeway. A ranking based on the proportion of res-
pon-dents saying the factor was "very important" is presented in 
Table 8. It indicates that most concern was expressed for the 
elderly, with 55% saying that minimizing their displacement was 
very important and only 6% of the respondents placing the 
lowest value on it. More than half {53%) of the respondents also 
considered minimum disruption of neighborhoods as a very 
important factor . 
Concern about displacing low income families or residents 
in general also ranked high with 47% and 48% respectively of the 
respondents indicating that these factors were very important. 
Some factors, on the other hand, were considerably less im-
TABLE 6 
SITE FOR RELOCATION 
Same Neighborhood Elsewhere in Omaha Don't Know Total 
No. % No. % No. % No. 
120 19 214 35 283 46 617 
13 10 31 24 84 66 128 
18 19 34 37 41 44 93 
31 14 65 29 125 57 221 
23 21 59 53 30 27 112 
16 18 34 39 37 43 87 
18 17 37 36 48 47 103 
57 19 130 43 115 38 302 
14 30 10 21 23 49 47 
18 38 9 19 20 43 47 
32 34 19 20 43 46 94 
39 18 66 31 111 51 216 
81 20 148 37 172 43 401 
75 22 114 34 146 44 335 
43 16 96 35 132 49 271 
88 18 167 34 240 49 495 
30 26 45 38 42 36 117 
28 29 42 43 27 28 97 
39 21 74 40 70 38 183 
35 18 61 32 95 50 191 
12 15 18 23 49 62 79 
11 14 26 33 42 53 79 
67 19 138 39 150 42 355 
27 33 24 29 31 38 82 
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TABLE 7 
PERCEPTIONS OF IMPACT OF FREEWAY ON PROPERTY VALUES 
Category Decrease Va lues 
No. % 
Total 237 39 
Area Section: 1 34 27 
2 34 38 
South 68 32 
3 38 35 
4 35 41 
5 39 40 
Middle 112 38 
6 20 43 
7 37 79 
North 57 61 
Location: On ROW Block 66 32 
Near ROW Block 171 43 
Race: White 148 46 
Black 86 32 
Occupancy: Own 196 40 
Rent 38 34 
Income: Over $12,000 48 51 
$8,000 to $12,000 85 47 
Under $8.000 59 32 
Age: Over 65 Years 25 34 
55-64 Years 35 45 
25-54 Years 150 43 
Under 25 Years 22 27 
portant to the residents. For example, preservation of historical 
sites or wildlife were rated as very important by relatively few 
respondents (17% and 20% respectively). Similarly,· access to 
parks and recreation was more likely to receive the lowest 
importance rating than the highest. 
An analysis of the responses by the various groupings of 
respondents based upon a rank ordering of the proportion of 
"very important" responses indicates little difference between 
the groups. The greatest differences were found among the three 
regions. For example, the Middle region (between Grand Avenue 
and Weber Street} gave the factor of displacing few elderly resi-
dents its third highest ranking while in the Northern section this 
factor placed eleventh. Another factor with a wide differen·ce in 
its . rank order was that of preserving schools and attendance 
boundaries with the Northern area placing it as the fourth most 
important factor while the Middle area placed it tenth. The 
greatest differences between income groupings concerning the 
ranking of noise and pollution considerations with the middle 
income group ($8,000 to $12,000) ranking it higher than the 
higher income group (fifth and tenth respectively). Owner-renter 
differences were greatest for the freeway's impact on new jobs 
and the need to preserve school boundaries. 
An examination of the proportions giving the "very impor-
6 
Increase Values Don't Know Total 
No. % No. % No. 
73 12 291 48 601 
9 7 82 66 125 
12 13 44 49 90 
21 10 126 59 215 
24 22 47 43 109 
11 13 39 46 85 
11 11 48 49 98 
46 16 134 46 292 
4 9 23 49 47 
2 4 8 17 47 
6 6 31 33 94 
22 11 116 57 204 
51 13 175 44 397 
36 11 140 43- 324 
36 14 144 54 266 
54 11 234 48 484 
19 19 56 56 113 
15 16 31 33 94 
20 11 75 42 180 
20 11 105 57 184 
6 8 43 58 74 
3 4 40 51 78 
48 14 149 43 347 
14 17 45 56 81 
tant" response indicates that those in the North were most likely 
to consider factors as very important (8 of the 14 factors were 
cited by more than 50% of the respondents as very important; 
this compares to only one factor rated that important by those 
in the other areas). The greatest percentage-point difference 
occurred between the Northern and Middle sections with 72% of 
the former indicating that the factor of displacing few residents 
was very important while on ly 40% of those in the Middle area 
rated it that way. Similarly, large differences between the North 
and one of the other sections occurred on the factors of 
preserving churches and religious centers, preserving schools and 
attendance areas, and disrupting few neighborhoods (with a 
higher proportion of North residents listing the factor as very 
important}. The largest percentage-point difference between 
blacks and whites occurred on the factor of providing better 
community services (with whites more likely to consider it very 
important}. The largest difference among the income groups 
occurred on the question of taking property with the least cost--
those with a higher income were more likely to cite this factor as 
very important than those in the lowest income group. Among 
the four age groups, the greatest difference was on the question 
more relevant to them--63% of those over 65 said the displace-
ment of few elderly was very important but only 46% of the 
TABLE 8 
RATING OF FACTORS TO BE CONSIDERED IN PLANNING AND BUILDING THE NORTH FREEWAY 
Factors 
Displace few elderly 
Disrupt few neighborhoods 
Displace few residents 
Displace few low-income families 
Encourage new industry and jobs 
Provide better community service 
Take property with lowest cost 
Perserve schools and attendance boundaries 
Limit noise and pollution 
Displace few businesses 
Perserve churches and religious centers 
Provide access to parks and recreation 
Perserve wi ldlife 
Perserve historical sites 
youngest _group gave that response. The greatest difference based 
on distance from. the freeway routes revolved around the issue 
of taking property with the lowest cost, with those more likely 
to lose their property less likely to be concerned about costs. 
Conclusions 
A survey of 626 households in the immediate two-block 
area around the three alternate alignments for the North Free-
way accompl ished several objectives. It proved itse lf to be an 
excellent means for citizen participation in the freeway planning 
process. It enabled a larger number of citizens to express their 
views than occurs in the more traditional public hearing process. 
In addition, it enabled the planners to learn the views of a more 
representative sample of the population than usually participates 
in public hearings. Many people who are wary of speaking out in 
public forum are willing to express their views in the comforting 
familiarity of their own home; those Holding unpopular opinions 
may be wi lling to voice them given the anonymity of the survey 
situation. The public opinion survey method also allows the 
collection--and analysis--of more information than would be 
possible at a public hearing. The survey has also enabled us to 
update the demographic data avai lable for this area from the 
1970 census. This is especially important to the impact analysis 
since some of the neighborhoods included in the survey are 
undergoing rapid social change. 
Among the major findings of the survey are the following: 
a} Many questions elicited sharply divergent responses 
from different geographical areas and groupings of people. 
This suggests that the area to be affected by the North Freeway 
should not be considered homogeneous, and generalizations 
about the options and interests of North Freeway area residents 
should be viewed with caution. Some questions, on the other 
hand, demonstrated a strong consensus--e.g., 82% of the residents 
felt that the interest of the people in the commun ity ought to be 
considered most important in planning a freeway. 
7 
Very Least 
Important Important Important Total 
% .% % No. 
55 39 6 568 
53 35 12 575 
48 42 10 567 
47 43 10 574 
43 41 16 579 
40 48 12 575 
39 36 25 567 
39 46 16 572 
36 49 15 577 
34 46 20 567 
28 55 17 576 
21 51 29 580 
20 40 40 572 
17 39 45 577 
b) The Eastern alignment was preferred by more people 
than any other alternative--i.e., the other two alignments or the 
option of not building the freeway. 
c) But the main reasons for the Eastern al ignment prefer-
ence were negative--e.g., it displaces fewer people, it disrupts the 
neighborhood least. 
d) This perception of the Eastern alignment was only 
partially borne out by the survey. Although it will displace fewer 
homes, those living in the vicinity of the Eastern alignment are 
more concerned about being separated from familiar community 
facilities than those living in the area of other alignments. 
e) Most residents would not object to moving if they 
received housing of at least equal value, but thi s may be 
difficult to achieve given the unavailability of inexpensive 
housing that would be needed by the large proportion of low 
income residents ( 41 % reported annual incomes under $8,000). 
Of those residents who had an option of where they would li ke 
to relocate, most preferred to leave their neighborhood. 
f) Relatively few residents believe the freeway would 
increase the value of their home. Similarly, few viewed the free-
way as an asset--e.g., on ly 16% (38 of 245) of those offering 
reasons for preferring one alignment rather than another sug-
gested their preferred route would be more usefu l to the people. 
g) The most important factors to be considered in plan-
ning the North Freeway, according to the respondents, included 
minimal disruption of neighborhoods and minimal displacement 
of residents especially the elderly and poor. 
ANNOUNCEMENT 
The Center for Applied Urban Research is pleased to 
announce the addition of two new staff members, Mrs. Margaret 
Hein and Dr. Armin Ludwig. Mrs. Hein will act as Urban Data 
Base Coordinator/Interviewer for the Center. Mrs. Hein is a grad-
uate of the University of Nebraska-Lincoln. She has had two 
years of experience in the library at Doane College. Mrs. Hein 
has also worked as a census enumerator and has conducted 
market research interviews. 
Dr. Armin Ludwig joins the Center as a Research Associate. 
Dr. Ludwig was formerly an Associate Professor at Herbert 
Lehman College. He received his Ph.D. degree from the Uni· 
versity of Illinois in geography. He has 15 years of teaching, 
research and administrative experience. Dr. Ludwig is a former 
chairman of the Geography Department at Colgate University. 
He has had extensive experience in transportation planning, 
environmental impact studies, land use planning, location analy-
sis, and economic and market research. 
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